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To determine if disabled readers attack the reading process
"like young normal readers who read at the same level or like average
readers of their own chronological age, ﬁhe Dral reading miscues
of three graupﬁ of ten children were qualitativaly analyzed by two
degendent examiners. The scoring procedure used was that @E

Feod (1976). Statistiecal analy51s showed that disabled readers

made more uncorrected miscues which resulted in meaning loss than

younger average readers, Disabled readers miscued on high frequency
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A Comparison of Oral Reading Strategies of Fourth-and Seventh-Grade

Children of Fourth-Grade Instructional Level

Some theories of reading disability have postulated that
reading disability is the result of a lag in maturation {cf., DeHirsch,
Jansky and Langford, 1966; Satz and Sparrow, 19%70). Iheéa theories
Fay differ as to the guspécged etiology but generally agree that many
béhavigrs of the disabled reader resemble those of a younger normal
child@

A formal development of the maturational lag hypothesis is pre-
sented by Satg and Sparrow (1970) who defined mgturatiﬁﬁalilag as
"slow or delayed development Ff those brainm areas (left hemisphere)
which mediate the acquistion éf developmental skills Ehich:éfé funda-
"mentally age-linked" (Satz and Sparrow, 1970, p. 31). Their theory
predicts that éerfarmance of disabled readers will be consistently
poorer than that of normal readers of the same Ege'an certain age-
irelated Eéskgg Whether the two groups of @hilﬂrenlwill perfarﬁ
differencly on a task depgnds upon the age of the children ané the
task involved. For example, the theory p%édigts thaé 7=year-old normal
ﬁhildreﬁ would perform significantly better than 7-year-old disabled
feadérs on perceptual-motor tasks (because such skills are developing
at this age), but the percepﬁual motor performance of 12-year-old
disabled readers would not differ from that of iZ;yEEt—ﬂld normal
readers,

Sa£§! Rardin and Ross (1971) conducted a study to test specific



predictions of the Satz and Sgafrég (1970} theory. Subjezés were
7-8-year-old normal and disabléé readers and ll-12-year=-old normal

and disabled readers matched on WISC Pérfctm;ﬁce scores (Wechsler,
1949). It was predicted that the groups of younger Ss wauid differ

on tasks of auditory-visual integration znd visual-motor integration
but the groups of older S§s would not. Futhermore, older normal readers
were predicted to perform better than Didéf disabled readers on Easkst
of language c@mpetence;'wh2feas, the vourng children would not diffet
on these tasks. Six tasks were presented to all thldeﬁ;v Support
for the theory was found as young disabled readers perf@fméd legs well

than young normal readers on the Bender Visuo-Motor Gestalt Test (1938);

whereas, the older children did not differ on the perceptual-motor tasks.
In addition, all language tests differentiated between performance of
the older diéébled vs. normal readers but none of the language tests
differentiated between the two groups of young children.

Guthrie (1973} compavred the performance of thiree groups gf children

on subtests of the Kennedy Institute Phonics Test to see whether dis-

abled readers' performance was more similar to chranalagica11y y9ungEr
normal readers or same-age normal readers. It was hypﬂthESized that
either, disabled readers develop some skills narm%lly.whilé other skill
areas are depressed or, all reading skill areas are underdeveloped in
disabled readers. Correlation matrices for scéres of 19 young (7.0 years)
normal readers showed that nine of ten intercﬂfrelatimﬂs among production
tests (e.g., letter saﬁnﬂ pfgductian) and all three intercérféiatians
among recognition tests (E.g.; init{al-letter recognition) were above

.53 (E§3<i91). However, a éi%féfgnt pattern was chserved for disabled
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. readers (9.2 years). Although scorzs on recognition tests were
highly related (.66-.79), correlations among production test scores
were much lower; only 4 out of 10 intercorrelations being significant,

Performance levels of young normal readers and older disabled readers

s

did not differ significantly. Guthrie (1973) concluded that none

of the complex reading subskills measured on thé Kenngdy,;jstifute

Phonics Test had developed rormally for disabled readers. Informal

inspection of individual profiles showed that "a disabled reader is .
likely to have a profile in which one or two of the simple skills

are likely to have a high level of stfeﬁgth (80% or more); whgléas;
all of the more complex skills in the hierarzﬁy wiil_ha#e a low

level of development (407 or lé§§§ﬁgk2uthrie, 1973, p. 17). Low
intercorrelations among production tests for disabled readers suggest
that little transfer across skills sccurred for these children.

Much of the research comparing normal and disabled readérs has
measured quantitative levels of performance on a v&;iéty of tasks,
Clinical observations describe differences between the wajs that dis=-
abled vs. normal readers perform svtask (e.g., DeHirsech et. al., 1566)
but little objective data aﬁ‘qualitative differences é:é available. |
Goodman's. (1969) qualitiaiive analysis of oral reading pia;ues has
provided resecarchers with a new methcdﬁiugy for the stuéy of the way
children attack the reading process. Goodman's (1969) miscue analysis
has been used to des:ribevthe devélegmént of reading skills in first-
grade children (e.g., Biemiller, 1970) and his been aséd diagnastigal}y
to determine the cue sources used and not used by disabled feaéétg

(Goodman, 1972). Weber (1970) compared the oral reading miscues of




2

of first-grade children who were average readers with miscues made
by children who éérg below-average readers. Weber (1970) concluded

that average and below-average readers used syntactic and semantic

cues equally well in reading but differed in'their use of graphic

cues These results should be viewed with caution because the two

~groups of children read different stories with different quantities

of miscues.
Research such as that of Weber (1970) and Biemiller (1970) has
focused on beginning readers., The purpﬁse>cf the present study was

to use miscue analysis to compare the oral reading strategies of

older disabled readers to the strategies of: (a) younger norwal

readers of the same reading proficiency as the disabled- readers und,
(b) same-age normal readers, Similar to thé\gufpﬂSE of Guthrie (1973),
it was of iﬁterest to examine hou the reéding stfaﬁégies of older
disabled readers had de?elﬁpeé in zuntrasé to fhe strétegigs éf'samEa

ggg‘aﬂrmal readers, and to younger normal children of the same

reading proficieny.

METHOD

Subjects

Ten sevénth-graders and ten fourth-graders whose. instvuctional

reading level was fourth-grade wéfe selected from the below-average and
average reading grau§5 of their respective grades by administering

tho Standard Reading Igggq;a:gi(SRI) Word Lists Form B (McCracken, 1966).

An equal number of seventh-graders whose instructional reading. level

was gseventh-grade was selected by the same procedure. The criteria

B : B
- s =
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for determining instructional reading level was the grade level of.

the mbst advanced list on which a word recognition ac&ﬁrgcy score of
betweén 72% and 34% was obtained. The group of séventhsgrade disabled
~readers consisted of three girls 3§d sevEQ'bcysi There were féuf

girls and six‘bayé;iﬂ'b@th groups of average fEédéng All the studerits
in the study a;tended the same K-8 school and wérg taught to %ead

cott Basic Reading (1969). The

through the linguistic series, Lippin

school, located in a fufal area of middle-=income Eamiiies, had an
enrollment of 432 pupils.
Procedure

Students whose instructional reading level was faufth—gfadé

(as defined above) read a selection from Riders on the Earth (Holt,

Rinehart & Winston, 1973, Level 15) of fourth-grade readability
(Dale & Chall, 1948). Students whose instructiomal feading level was

seventh-grade read a selection from Station Four (Sciénce Research

Associates, 1967 Level L) of seventh-grade readability (Dale & Chall,
1948). Prior ﬁ@ the reading of a seléetion each subjéet was gLVEﬁ the
fgilﬁwing iﬁsttﬁctimns. “I'wsnt ?ou to read this story outloud to me
a3 well as you ¢éan. 1 cannot help yau;with any of tha'yofﬂsi When you
are done readiﬁg I will ask you some qué%ﬁibns‘abaut Ehelstérygﬁ After
reading the seleclion the children were asked seven comprehension
quéétigns if they had read the fourth=grede §election or six questions
if they read the seventh-grade selection: Eashrﬂhild'é oral reading
and responsas to Ehe.gomé%ahénsidn questions weée tape recorded and two

Judges trained in miscue anslysisfglassified each miscue and scored
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the comprehension responses independently,
The procedure used for judging the miscues was the same as that
desgfibedlby Hood (1976). Each reading selection was viewed as a

test, with each word considered a test item. Any response or lack

of response which did not constitutz a word-for-word reproduction of

the printed message in its spoken form was counted as an error. Errors

were counted at the word, rather than at the letter or phrése level
except for changes in word order, Qmissiaﬁsiaﬁd insertions. These
than cne word. Categories gf error types dcored vere:

1. ORD =--~ wcfé order changes (e.g., put the tent uP/EEE,EEwi
the tent) | :

2. REV -- sgbstitutiﬂn-af a word cantainihg‘the égﬁe letters
as the text word but in a diffefent sequence (e.g., bafn/éfaﬁ)

3. STEM =-- substitution Qf‘argard'ééngaining tgéisaﬁe stem as
éhe text word (e.g., walking/walked) ,

4, AFFIX == subatitution ﬁf a word: containing the same affix
as the text word (e;g,, unkind/unkemgﬁ,:hc§§ed/jumpeﬂj

5., SUB =- substif@tiﬁn of a meaningful word for a text word

if it cannot be categorized as REV, STEM, or AFFIX

6. NON -~ substitution of part of a word or a nonsense word

t

"t

(e.g., pra/pride, stampled/stumbled)
7. INSERT -- an insertion of one or more words between twb
text words

8, OMIT -- an apparently inadvertant omission of one or more

o
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text words
9. SKIP -- a word omitted with an indication that it 1is
unknown
Use of graphic cues was inferred by noting the graphic
éi?llapity of the errérs to the text. STEM, AFFIX, SUB and ﬁQHSEHSE
éfféré_we:e scored as graphically similar (SIMILAR) to the text or-
different from the text (DIFFERENT), using the following criteria:
1. 2 points: the error and text word began with the same letter
2. 1 point: the error and text word ended with the same letter
A3. 1 point: the first letter of ihe error was thévsgme as the
last letter of the text word |
4. 1 point: each letter shared by the error and text word
5. 1 point: each sharéd pair of letters (é;gi, horn/torn = 2
shared pairs of 1efters)b
6. 1 point: look aliké rhymes (e.g., tafﬁ/hafn - yes,xpaiﬁ/‘
reign = no
The points were totaleé and divided by the number of letters in the
text word and iﬁ the error. If the reéﬁlt was..50+, it was SIMILAR
and 1é$5 than .50 was considered DIFFERENT. REV and ORDER errors

were always scored as SIMILAR since all the letters or text words were

(1]

included in the error except in a different sequence. INSERT, OMIT

and SKIP errors were always scored as DIFFERENT.
" The reader's apparent use of contextual cues was inferred by
noting whether the errors were syntactically and semantically appropriate

to the context. The judge read a sentence as the student read it

up to and including the error (or oné word past the error if it was

,‘9



an INSERT, SKI?; or OMIT). If the sequence of words éould
not have occurred as the beginning of a sensible sentence, the
error was sccred as not contextually appropriate (NOT). If the
sequence could have begun é sensible sentence, the entire sentence
was read as the subject read it u§ to and including the error, but
continuing on with the remainder of the sentence as it appeared in
the text. If the error was appropriate, cnnéidering only the pre-
ceding CDﬁEEXt,Vit was scored z: (PRE). "If the error wa; cﬁﬁtexzually
appropriate in the whole sentence, but the meaning differed from
the intended text meaning, the error was scored as (SEN);’ If the
meaning was Equivaiant to the meaning of the félatéd senéencgi the
error was scored a# contextually appropriate to the passage as a
whole (PASS). / |

Each error was scbred as CORRECTED or NOT CORRECTED, depending
on whether the student read the text word (or words) egrrfegtly-afgei

éommittiﬁg an error.. All the uncorrected NOT-, PRE- aﬁd SéN—GDNTEKT
errors were considered to represent some meaniﬂg.lgss, ,Thé tétal,
number of these errors was. expressed as é percentage of the number
- of words in the passage and referred to as a yEAHING LOSS score, .
Scores thch were derived from the coding of errors are the
- | nﬁmbers Ff:_ (a) errors of each categar% (e.g., 5UB), (b) SIMILAR
errors, (¢) CORRECTED errors, (dj EffoS:EEEEEEh level of contextual
appfépriaceﬁgssi (e) CéRREGTED errors at each level of c@nte%tual

appropriateness, (f) errors representing MEANING LOSS and (g) TOTAL

Errors.

10
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= RESULTS .

" Each Jjudge scored each child's oral feadiﬁg and recorded her
judgements cn an optical scanning form designed by Hood (personal
communication, 1876). The frequency and proportion of each error

ype made by a subject was determined for each judge. Table 1

[nd

presents the alpha reliability gaefficient25(§20ﬂba¢£; 1951) for the
judgements in each error category. The reliability of judgement

of TOTAL errors, MEANING LOSS errors, NONSENSE errors and SEIE

1

errors is comparable te that féﬁnd by Heod (1976) for twg=judgés_
The reliability §f judgement of ORD and REV errors is higher than
that reported by quﬂ (1976). And the reliability of judgemeﬁt of
STEM, SUBSTITUTION, INSERT, and OMISSION is'lower than Hood (1976).
The reliability of judgement of GDRREGTEQ‘errafs; SIMILAR errorg and
of levels of contextual appropriateness ca%not be compared to HﬂQd
(1976) because she dces not report the estimatéd reliability for two
judges for these categories. The extremely low reliability of
judgement of contextual appr§priateness many be due.to the small
amount of variability in the frequency of occurrence of each error fér
subjects in each group. The reliability of scoring of comprehension
was .99 for two judges.

Insert TaEle 1 about here

Because the ehildren did not make the same number of ﬁisgues, the

proportion of miscues of each type was computed for each subject, T~

}k
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tests were conducted on the proportion of miscues of each type made

by seventh-grade disabled readers and fourth-grade average readers.

Statistical compaiison of seven th-grade average readers ta the other
groups could not be conducted because thése subjects read a different

selection. While proportions of miscues made by the seventh-grade aver-

age readers will he préseated} it should be noted that ény differences .

between the miscues made by seventh-grade average readers and the other

two groups may be due to characteristics of the reading selsctions and

not. due to-characteristics of the children,

Table 2 presents the mean percent and stanﬁgfd deviation of

TOTAL errors, MEANING LO3S errors and ésmpféhgnsién-gccufagy écéres

for the three groups. Se venthhgrade disabled :eadéfs made EDIEVTDTAL’

miscues (tjyg = 2.86 ('Dl) and more uncorrected miscues which re-

sulted in a loss of meaning (5 = 2.6, p{gﬁl) than did fautthﬁgfadg

average readers. However, there was no significant differgnééAin

comprehension between the average and disabled readers (gig = ,16),

Insert Table 2 about here -

Table 3 presents tﬁa mean prcpﬂttian\apd‘standard de%iéti@n of
JUGRRzéTED and SIﬁILAR'migﬁuégi =%§ére was‘n;'aignifi;snt.diffe:eniézé
between fourth-grade average feadérs and 5ev3ﬁthsgfadé disab}éd”?eaders
in their tendeﬁgy to use graphic cues, 'Fufthérmcfe? althéugh théidiSi
abled readers tended to céfrec; their miscues less often there was no

: s
significant difference between the groups. It was interesting to

note the large variation in correction rate for the fourth-grade children.

12
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Insert Table 3 abaut here

“.Table 4 presents meén'pfopartiaﬁs”aﬂd standard deviations of -
~Amiscue§ Egcﬂrdlgg ta ‘their- :sntextual apprnprigtenesss and the degree
» »m

tn which each was cnrrected by the reader. The faufth-gfade ﬂverage

:éédgrs made more errors that were. judged to be NDTﬁcnntextually
i ;"-

,apprnpfiate than did the seventhggrade poor réaders (tlé = -3 23 p(}Dl)

-~ No ather diffé:ences were statistically significant,

%néegt'TaEiéhé aﬁaut;héfe )

v PR

N o 1 .
Tahle 5 presents ‘mean pfaportinn and standard deviaﬁinns nf

_each error Eype S g ificant diffEIEﬁEES were found in .the miscue

‘:ategofiES of wnfd order (DRD), nonsense (NDN) and cmission (DMIT)
S veﬁth gfade poor féaders made more miscues Df thé GRD and OMIT type
‘.Athaﬁ did fourth-gradé ave:age fesdEfs (tsls = 2, 58 and 2 21, ES< 05

525pectiv21y) Fnurth-grade average readers made more NON errors than

the seventh grade Pm:r readers (’182 3 18, E(DDE})

‘Insert Table 5 about here . -

\U\
%]

I CUSSIDN

—— /

One purpose of the presént éf%di was to investigate the ways in

~which oral reading behaviar t.if Dlde:r disabléd feaders diffgred from .’

: : |
‘the bEhEViEE‘Gf younger nafmal reader



.

7 : - 0
?/&evel uf feading p\cfinieney_ { . ; .157? .?_,; ;?K-CV ﬁi ; ‘ffkﬁf\f
»!,ﬁ Severa% differenees are apparent between ﬁhé twa grDupB which R

7wé:e assignea»a faurthagrsde inst:uctianal level bssed ﬁn SRI gcares.

(HcCtacgén, 1§;6) | Firat, althaugh the seventh-graﬂe disabléd .

readérs szar;d similarly to’ the faurth grade nurmal readera on the

=
® o

Ward List subtest (Fnrm B, 1966), they made gignificantly mare oral -

rea?ing errars on the selEcticn from the basal reader. HcCracken-.;
- .

" v
Eﬂ lleﬁ (1970)‘indi:ate that prannuncing words presented in

£ oE

fsol is thezsingle~bést subtést af th RI f or predi;ting

B

instruztinnal level (SD 942 accuracy in éral resdiﬂg) Ihesp:esent

L)

atudy does not suppcft this_pragedure far disabled-readers,‘,The

average accura:y score’ fﬂr the séuenth =grade d bled fesdefs was'

§D? (four Ss read at less than 902 accura¢y, six in the BQ-QAZ range)
L e b : ,
{;*‘ ’ iy The sverage oral feading accuracy nf the ﬂarmal f@urth grsd&rs was

94% (Nc subject read at less‘than ?QZ accurscy geven read in ‘the
90-947% range; thféé Ss read at 95?\ur abave) These data questiaﬁ
E the validity af using wnrd lists for prediction af ﬂral feading L
accufacy fnr disabled readers_ ; |
Aﬁ examinatign of thE relatianship be een wu:d recagnitiaﬁ.:'_

i

' ahility and oral readingnaceuracy for seventh—gr&de

average ;Eaders shawed that their instructinnal feading IEVEl may be .
Uﬁdéf—pfedicted by word. iist scores. All seventh grade avefage
reaﬂers résd the. seventh grgde selécticn with SSZ szcuraty or’ bétter.-

Data from’ this study suggests th f ther researgh_néeds tavbe E@ﬁsf

dqﬂtgd-inta the-falatianship'bEFWEEﬁ.rezagnitigﬁf 'Df‘wérds presented

=f
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in ieeletiOﬁ and oral ; eading Eeeureey fer children ef different egee

end reeding ebilities S

A s end ﬂejer ﬂifferenee between dieebled readers eed yeung
everegegreedere was feund in Ehe pereentege ‘of MEANING LDSS errere
The dieebled_reedere made mere errors wh%eh reeulted in a 1eee.eE_A
meaning and whieh wefe“uneefreeted than the yeung evefege reederei
This flndieg may ee\mey not indieete a etretegy differeﬁee between
che ewe gfeupeg Osol and- Leslie (1977) feuﬁd that increeeee ienei_ﬂeeyejfee;e
tetel efrer rate made by eighth—grede evefege readers led to con- | |

commitant inereeeee in uneerreeted errors whieh resulted in ‘MEAN G

=Ihue, the differences in MEANING, LOSS errors . between’ ‘the groups.

‘M\

_— LoSS .
iﬁ'tﬁe E;eeent etudy mey be eeueed by d Eéfereneee in e;fer reEeZegfbyA
dlfferenees in oral reeding strate egies of everege vs. dieebied reedefeg:f
A study wheee ﬂisebled eﬂd average reedere reed the same’ eeleetien at |
eempereble error rates weuld provide ehe neeeeeary iﬂfﬂfmstiﬂn to |
separate theﬁtwe feeeoreaepereting in the preeent study. ?

Although disabled readers made mote MEANING LOSS etrors, than

: v average readers their eempfeheneiee?eeeees eere not eignifieently

“diffefent. There ereieeverel }oeeible.feeeene fef eeeh-ezfindieg,
- each of which ferme a beeie for futther reeeereh The eehtent ef
the etery eeuld have Been‘more familiar eed/er intereetlng to the

; , Eldéf’éhlldféﬁi The story, a ﬁerfetive, described the_intefeetien
eeteeen twe‘breehefevwﬁo wanted to use theifxbedfeemjﬁer-ineempetible

P””p ses (study vs. band practice). ‘An,efgumenéyeneuee and-is

medieted by a friend-of the older bfethege_ The- selection ends with




l

'the younger beEth leaving to find aﬁather plsce to study. it
appears-thgt such zgntent c@uld be familiar-tg hath fgu:th.sn&

" seventh- graders- hawever, differing interest or familis:ity between

the graups canng; be ruled aut as)a passibie cause the :nmprehensinn

¥,

Vscaresik A more viable passibility is that the grﬂups msde MEANING

LDSS errors on different words, which Ehaﬂ fesulted~it-diff’”iﬁg

‘ effeets on ¢ampreh2n51on. .To invastigate this pnssihlity a ftequency g

,«‘

; Eaunt far each up was, canducted which counted the number af HEANING o

LOSS errors madé on each ward in the story IE was arbitrsri;y de‘, :

. - s.,_&

ciﬂed to exsmlne Only those words wherg at least Enur of . the ten

} child:eg iﬁ a group made a ﬁEANING1LDSS erfaf un the wafig $here i

Yo,

were -16 such words, On four words (two \ erbs, one pfcnmm Snd one .

notn) both fourth énd:se;eﬁth-gfadéfswﬁade-an equal gumber!af HEAN%NG;J

LOSS éfrﬂrg, "On two words the fourth-graders made;mare-nﬁﬁwiﬁé EDSSf'“; A

errors (one was a nguﬁ:! “guitar;“xtﬁe other was a"ﬁerE-},_ quatLing )

And on 10 words the sevenﬁhagrade disabled readers msde more HEANING
g I

10ss" errors.' Most nf‘thesé words arE'high ffequEﬁcy wards; i*where,' :

pack n "coming " "flrst " “ynur "’ “prises gy W "d / and ug 0

: Dnly "burst" is-a W§rd of relatively low frequency Asfsa aftén is
S
ﬁﬂliniﬁally repartéd disabled readers have diffisulty with high '

‘E:rats on these w@rds slthough aften resulting iﬁ a angfammatical
9

sentence, do ﬁGE chaﬁge the main cancepts in the stz&y ADnly very

\ . -
specifi; questians which were designad to tap aspeg 8 nf EomprhEﬂEiDﬂ‘

/
layed by these wards wnuld determine if the ﬂhildren lgst ‘meaning

l

Y
s
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due to miscuing on these words. (It is possible that correction of .

.these errors occurs covertly,)

Disabled and average readers also differed in the éfﬂpcréian of

four other error types. Seventh-grade disabled readers made more

word order and omissicn errors than fgufthﬁgr563t55'whg,made mgréif

nonsense and NDT csntextually apprcpriate errors. The gccufféﬁae 6f.,1‘ a

- more ward arder Errors implies that thé reader. is not reading wnrd

\.

(Ehe length Qf the ward Drder miscue)

= .

An examivation nf the. ommissiUﬁ errors made by sgveth—graders

shaweg that only flVE Df the twentyneight omisaions ware judged tc

'result in no MEANING LOSS, aﬂd 13 of the 28 resulted in uﬂgrammaticsl' o

o

seg;eﬁces_ IhE’disabled readers ccrrgctad iny tthE of the thirteen

miscues which resulted in ungrammatical sentences. The only pa;tgfnv
to the omission érrors was that four subjects omitted "in," in the sen~

terice "He knew that he would néver be able to work downstairs/with
the television on Df in the kitchen._gi?" » !

2

The findiﬁg‘that féurth—graders‘made mare'HGIscénEéxt errors was

due. to their making more NDN errors. In the staring prﬁceduge ﬂesigned

'by Hoed (1976), 1f a NON error azcurs it is judged as NQT—cuntextually '

- other .two words.

sppraprigte " An éxamlnatian Gf the words @n‘which théifﬁurthagraders

‘made NGH errors showed- that these children prénoﬁncéd the low fréquency

words “guitaf,? "minors," and "chords' as nonsense words.:'All children

- e S v e - -
were able to correct their miscue on "chords' but none corrected the

i B €
é
. ’/'



The results of the present study:%EEm to indicate several strategy
differences batween SEVEﬂth*gfﬂdE diéaﬁled‘readefs and'fﬁﬁtth-grade

F

“.average readers. The older hildren maka more miscues on high frequency
.wards whieh carry some grammatical functian and. they da nat correct
: L S
these miscues. Fgutth gfade avnrage feadérﬁ are more likely to miscue
\

on 2 relstiv&lv low fquuengy wgrd with whieh they have little con=

ceptual famili&riﬁy. ' g \ '

The authnrs alsn were in tﬁreat&d ld Eﬁmpayiﬂg the :: ding g:rategieﬂ‘ﬁig

of the groups Ql EEVEnthagrsdPrg. Hmwever, in\arder that the gr@ups

N : \ - < L
\ A bg sgmewhat c@mpa:able in: azal readimg ae:uraay\they had”tnrread sturies )

s of dif;erént feadability 1evels Althnugh ststistigalbﬁﬁmparisﬁnsﬁ
% ‘ -

 were inapprapriate it‘is iﬂté’ a‘iﬁg to, ccmpsre Fﬂﬂ eaﬁt;ast the
'prupa;tians cf error types made by the graups éf‘seventh-gradérs. -Some
’ |
|
i

nf thg diffarences in errﬂr typea are prubablg a fiflectiun af stary

H

Eharaetafistigsf Eor example the seventhﬁgrade

sreta”e resders made
‘more REV errors than either uther gr@up But "all Bf\the REV ertars

_é:cufred on two wnrds in the ﬂevgnth-grade sele:tignq. It is likely

\ : S
that these Errcrs accurred because of differentes in passage charactet-VAf

istics rather than differences in thg strategies typi:giﬁaf the redders,

Bath graups nf nlde; :hildren made more GMIT errors thau the

bgrnup of yaungar thildren, But, the seventh—grade average readErS

were much ‘more likely‘ta correct amissiens ﬁhich resultéd in ungrammatical :

sentences éhaﬁ wérg-théxdiséblédfréadéts; "Thus; altho 'g' they mske the: =

+“same type Df erraf the graupa differ on their st*ategg 1f their feading

results.An HEANING ch, o

. ) = ;55/; . . =
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"+ The grauns'gf avefégéxfeaderﬁ made éimiléf pr@pértiahs'@£ NON
etférs, fs with the fnugthsgfaders, 311 ﬂf the wards on which
geventh*gradEfs msde NON errors were low frequEﬂcy wards (e -3 ,)'

~venom usly,vsccundrel archenemy, devastating, gtaunch) ; Huwever,‘fv

there jere more différent wnrds on which Ehe seventh-graders made

NON errors’ as cnmparad to the Enufth—gradera.. 1his implies that thg

V_,v, :

Dral language ‘vocabulary of nlder children is mare variable 'haﬂ

that. of ycungef ﬁbildren. o 1 - ’._,‘ =¢I_f'§¢ﬁ 

In tﬁn@iugian: the'readiﬁg strategies-éf aldeé‘éisa;ffp»' ad

. fﬂfiEiEﬁzy and frgm their peers wha are average readérs Tha majar
difEEEEnce appegrs tn lie iﬁ their higher faﬁe of EIEBES an high;: *-Q;
- . S

>lfrequency functian wafds-aﬂd their iﬂftEquEﬂt cnrréctian ‘of th r;g:rﬁfés'

Iﬁ cantﬁést the errora af tha averag Fea J rs tend tg accur on low

frequency words w;;h which they have haﬂ little EKPEEiEﬁEE-

-

19




TABLE 1

Alpha Reliability™ of Judgement of Error Types

€

TOTAL errors - .98 . ORD

. MEANING. 1LOSS ~. . .93 - ' REV
CORRECTED errors .93 .  SUB . . .82

SIMILAR errors . .80.-. NoN ~ . - g9

OMIT .86
SKIP . -~ . .90
-NOT-context: f .33 f;A'_STEH - _ E'QSO

PRE-context : . .36 ' I
- s S _ : Ccrreated NGI'-t:ant xt~ .07
i .- SEN-context: =~ . .61 _ o
: : T o - Ggftécted:PRE—éﬁgtéxt' 22"
PR PASS-context: - - 27 _ S T
e r : o Cnrfected S',iegﬁtext .36

\ o Cor egted PASSa:antext A9

*Coefficients . .are based on data from the twa grnups “of Subjects
who read the same 5electicn ) : S .
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) o Mean Per jént and Stsndard Deviati f TQIAL

Efrafs HEANING/LDSS Errgrs and Camgrehensinn Acturacy Ssare {f__

| Joow TOTAL Errors S }EANIHG Less', “% Accurs' ’
' : L Err@rs -

[ .
w_-
TR

Seveﬁth-crade ] , T FR S N R
Disabled Readers n IDi{ﬁ 3.0 - §_D§1=;1 1 8‘; - 16904

: " t1ge9 gews ¢ = ek RN
Fnurl;h -Gra;le Ave:age '_’-15‘2"86** . ti? 2 ED ERREE E}
Readers Co - Efﬂil : 2.0 13,04 ,1?5_ o lesot
Sevggthyérsdé v : e R *
Average Readers . 4.0

* Zi=‘ ~_Errors
/ T wgrds in story’

s o/ wep ot

" )
sy B
- o %
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TABLE: 3

* Mean Proportion and Standard

. Deviation of CORRECTED'and SIMILAR Miscues - ° |

Group - CORRECTED - . - ' SIMILAR

E N

Sevénth—Gfade

-' Average Readers = CL3r. 21 L a6 .09 ]
Seventh-Grade . o R o
Average Readers = . .30 - .13 . .54 11

< &G

' Disabled Readers. .~ .,21l .09 . .64 .10 .=/¢

Fourth-Grade -~ . .. .- R _‘:!' ”fﬂ"r ﬁ ‘

<&



© [evenths Grade'

| gvezag_e Rgaders

) 3

Sop———

CTABE 4

Nean Proport{ons and Standard Deviati_ﬁgs_"gg Migcues Judged :_A;_;_'pzjcl_i__p_'

Lo C,a,rréct’icm

Cy

g_g Carnfte;ctga;l App:@p:isggnésg_ and ﬁhgir Pro gt_tg‘_i_én of Cafr-ét:_t_icm' '

bisabled Readers

= e g

el ]
.OS-H Je

w0
b '

Fgurthstade
b‘.vewrage Readers

L s -

=N T

e |
RIS

'- 43

T

I

= mﬁ-:-.l_zn,

05 515 at

|

39' I

| 31

N in these groups was reduced due to one judge scaring error8 in tl?is cateznry for a subject but

the other judge not daing s, "

b

o




 Mean Proportdons and Standard Deviations of Bach Berot Category

TABE 3
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i
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o

- __ L

T

., [ R ||'1; )

%.' Group 1 ?
' |(pisabled] -

|

Seventh-

e
% Lagajgra)

~ Jorowp 11

;:! (Averagg

1Fﬂiufth-'f

 [Grade |
" Readers) |

oo 11|

(Average
Seventh-

;;‘ (Grade

eaders) |
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